edam 

Kuram ve UyguLamada Egitim Bilimleri • Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice - 11 (1 )• Winter • 208-213 
®2011 Egitim Damsmanligi ve Arastirmalari iletisim Hizmetleri Tic. Ltd. $ti. 

School Principals’ Technology Leadership Competency 
and Technology Coordinatorship 

Koksal BANOGLU 3 

MEB istanbul Maltepe Halit Armay High School 

Abstract 

The aim of this study is to determine the primary and high school principals’ competency in technology leaders¬ 
hip and so to define implications for advanced competency. The population of the study was formed by 134 scho¬ 
ol principals in Maltepe and Kadikoy districts in Istanbul. On account of the fact that population was reachable, 
no specific sampling method was used for the present study. The research survey named NETS-A the Principal 
Technology Leadership Assessment (PTLA) was adapted into Turkish as a result of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) indicating goodness of fit indices in 3 dimension (CMIN/df=1.547/CFI= ,913/RMSA= .082) and Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA) which revealed 3 factors explaining % 64 of total variance. Internal consistency reliability 
of the survey was determined with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (a= .95). According to the results of the current 
study, school principals were adequate for technology leadership at a “significant” level (M = .85, SD = .54), whi¬ 
le their competency in “leadership & vision" dimension of technology leadership has the lowest value (M = .78, 
SD = .68) compared to other dimensions. Additionally, it was found that female school principals are more ade¬ 
quate for "leadership & vision" dimension than their male colleagues (p<- .05). Besides, it was determined that 
schools owning information technologies coordinator teacher are more adequate for "learning & teaching” di¬ 
mension of technology leadership (p <- .05). 
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Technology management should not only be con¬ 
sidered narrowly in terms of technology supply but 
also in terms of a more integrated perspective with 
whole management process (Balci, 2001). When 
defining technology as the mental and physical 
facilities by which an organization transforms its 
inputs into outputs, customarily the schools oper¬ 
ate the technology in educational and instructional 
activities (Ataman, 2002). While efficiently operat¬ 
ing educational technologies in these activities, it is 
essential for school principal to keep abreast of the 
current developments in school management so as 
to be in line with them and therefore to enhance 
school personnels technical knowledge and skills 
(Ba§aran, 2000). 


a Correspondence: Koksal BANOGLU, MEB Malte¬ 
pe Halit Armay High School. Altintepe Mah. Kila- 
vuz Cayiri Cad. Polis Mahmut Sk. No:1 Maltepe/ 
Istanbul. E-mail: koksal_banoglu0hotmail.com. 
Phone: +90 216 3661806. Fax: +90 216 3660434. 

^ 208 


Technology leadership roles in schools touch many 
responsibilities ranging from ensuring the appro¬ 
priateness of lighting facilities in classrooms to 
the assurance of healthy computer usage (Micheal, 
1998, p. 280) and also ranging from using technol¬ 
ogy in ways that support democratic principles 
and protecting the equal access to technology to 
preventing gender inequality in technology usage 
(Flanagan 8c Jacobsen, 2003, p. 135). 

All these educational technology leadership roles 
and responsibilities should be evaluated through 
scientifically well-defined dimensions whereby 
educational research organizations and research¬ 
ers developed standards and models on this field. 
For this reason, the International Society for Tech¬ 
nology in Education (ISTE) developed technology 
leadership standards named as the National Edu¬ 
cational Technology Standards for Administrators 
(NETS-A), which are (Anderson 8c Dexter, 2005; 
International Society for Technology in Education 
[ISTE], 2002): 
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1. Leadership and Vision 

2. Learning and Teaching 

3. Productivity and Professional Practice 

4. Support, Management, and Operations 

5. Assessment and Evaluation 

6. Social, Legal and Ethical Issues 

In 2009, these standards were updated by the ISTE 
as visionary leadership, digital-age learning cul¬ 
ture, excellence in professional practice, systemic 
improvement, digital citizenship (ISTE, 2009). Ac¬ 
cording to Sujo-Montes and Gallagher (2010), the 
ISTE standards are compatible with new times call¬ 
ing for new attitudes for school principals that fo¬ 
cus on proficiency in using technology and school 
vision that places technology as an essential part of 
the curriculum. 

It is generally assumed that macro indicators like 
generating financial resources and the allocation 
of technological equipment for school are the 
first coming to mind as topics explicitly related to 
technology leadership. Accordingly, school princi¬ 
pals regard technology supply as one of their fis¬ 
cal responsibilities; moreover, they express inad¬ 
equate allocation of technology resources among 
their schools physical impossibility (Turan, Ta§, 
Aydogdu, & Oyman, 2010). Undoubtedly, it should 
be taken into account of a schools financial pos¬ 
sibility and technological opportunity when devel¬ 
oping a technology plan or professional practice 
for the school and its staff (Schmitt, 2002, p.18), 
but also it should be kept in mind that leadership 
behaviors set forth in a planning process is just as 
significant as the plan in question (Akbaba-Altun, 
2002 ). 

The NETS-A standards draw attention with the 
consistency of its main dimensions to other tech¬ 
nology leadership models along with the function 
pioneering different scholarly approaches (Akba¬ 
ba-Altun, 2002). Knuth and Hopey (1996) had de¬ 
veloped a technology planning model which focus¬ 
es on creating technology vision and instructional 
goals in a fashion similar to the NETS-A standards. 
Likewise, Parks, Sun and Collins (2002) underlined 
the principals’ technology leadership qualifications 
such as: a technology vision, promotion of staff 
development, encouraging instructional integra¬ 
tion, infrastructure for technology, and using tech¬ 
nology. According to Sun (2000, p. 7), supportive 
leadership and strong vision have a great influence 
on successive technology leadership understanding 
that can be formulated as “Leadership + that First 


Success = Vision Accomplished.” Therefore, prin¬ 
cipals should urge teacher participation in tech¬ 
nology planning process in order to reveal their 
leadership potentials so that technology leadership 
would extend to all school (Clark & Denton, 1998). 

Saban (2007) addressed that school principals as 
technology leaders are required to have a long¬ 
term vision and commitment to coordinating and 
allocating required resources for the school. Alkan 
(1996) stated that the improvement in education 
technologies brings changes that are more far- 
reaching to coordinating school and teacher tasks 
together with curriculum designing. As a necessary 
corollary to this, integrated management and tech¬ 
nical skills gain increasing importance for the con¬ 
temporary managers (Sarihan, 1998). Gumii§eli 
(2002) expressed that those professional develop¬ 
ment activities for principals should embrace some 
issues regarding education technologies and cur¬ 
riculum development. 

Lesisko (2005) asserted that technology coordi¬ 
nators figure indispensable function by assisting 
principals regarding their technology leadership 
roles. With their functions of being instructional 
designers and technology experts, they support 
school principals in a wide range of leadership 
activities (Carter, 2000). Depending upon the 
schools strategic objectives, district, and possibili¬ 
ties, IT coordinators can perform many tasks such 
as professional network specialist or responsible 
technology expertise repairing school computers 
and other electronic devices (Palace & Lesisko, 
2005). Levinson and Suratt (1999) stressed that IT 
coordinators’ expanded responsibility should be 
properly balanced with their authority and organi¬ 
zational powers in school. Even though IT coordi¬ 
nators were nominated sort of technical assistant 
principals by the Ministry of National Education 
(MNE) (Akbaba-Altun, 2004), their assignment is 
inevitably to be determined by schools’ technologic 
possibilities under local circumstances. As Dexter 
(2008) said, we cannot expect the same coordina¬ 
torship service from a teacher staffed in a “lap-top 
school” and disadvantaged school. However the 
MNE described IT coordinator teachers’ tasks and 
some of them are presented below (Milli Egitim 
Bakanligi [MEB], 1993): 

1. To ensure efficient execution of computer train¬ 
ing and computer-aided education in school; 

2. To keep the computer labs open for student and 
teacher use during working hours, when neces¬ 
sary, outside working hours as well. 
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3. To hold a seminar about computer-aided educa¬ 
tion with teachers once a month. 

Later on, the MNE described IT coordinators as 
“change leaders” in an official regulation (Milli 
Egitim Bakanhgi [MEB], 2001). Sugar and Hollo¬ 
man (2009) identified IT coordinators’ four main 
areas of responsibility such as: instructional activi¬ 
ties, technical expertise, planning-measurement, 
and leadership. It is controversial to determine 
whether all these are merely subject to IT coordina¬ 
tors or the association of principals and IT coordi¬ 
nators (Akbaba-Altun, 2004; Anderson & Dexter, 
2005; Schoeny, 2002). 

From the point of view of task sharing, Saiti and 
Prokopiadou (2009) examined IT coordinator- 
ship activities in their research that was conducted 
in 8 cities in Greece. Following the research, they 
claimed that technological proficient teachers pro¬ 
vided technical support to schools in the ratio of % 
67. On the other side, there was no permanent staff 
as IT coordinator in schools at all. 

Lai and Pratt (2004) s research indicated that IT co¬ 
ordinator and teacher contribution to the vision of 
the schools technology leadership differ from each 
other to the extent of what the principal revealed 
leadership behavior in the school. Yet, McGarr and 
Kearney (2009) showed that principals occasion¬ 
ally regarded themselves as technology coordina¬ 
tors by appealing part-time technology support. 
In some cases, they assigned full-time technology 
coordinators when they felt themselves insufficient 
in technology matters. Thus, Davies (2010) claimed 
that principals are really confused whether IT co- 
ordinatorship functions as a privileged and profes¬ 
sional assignment or its responsibility should be 
shared with all school shareholders in due course. 

The purpose of this research is to examine the pri¬ 
mary and high school principals’ technology lead¬ 
ership competency. More specifically, the following 
research questions have shaped this study: 

1. What is school principals’ technology leadership 
competency in terms of three sub-dimensions, 
named “leadership & vision”, “learning & teach¬ 
ing”, “assessment & evaluation”, and one general 
factor named “technology leadership compe¬ 
tency”? 

2. Is there any difference among school principals 
in terms of principal’s demographic character¬ 
istics, school grade and presence of regular IT 
coordinator in the school? 


Method 

Survey model was used in this study, which is an 
approach aiming to describe the case as it is which 
was occurred in the past or is still prevailing (Ka- 
rasar, 2006). 

Sample 

The population of study was formed by 134 school 
principals in Maltepe and Kadikoy districts in Is¬ 
tanbul. On account of accessible population, no 
specific sampling method was used for the present 
study. After the surveys including missing data 
and mistakes were eliminated, 83 principals’ sur¬ 
veys were taken into account so survey return rate 
was found to be approximately 62%. Most of the 
principals were males (86,7%), aged 45-60 years 
old (68,7%). 44% of the schools had an regular IT 
coordinator teacher. 

Measures 

The Principals Technology Leadership Assessment 
(PTLA) was developed by the American Institutes 
for Research and UCEA Center for the Advanced 
Study of Technology Leadership in Education 
(CASTLE) to measure school principals’ technol¬ 
ogy leadership qualities (Castle, 2009). The PTLA 
was translated and adapted into Turkish with re¬ 
liability and validity analysis by courtesy of Scott 
McLeod, who is director of the CASTLE. The Turk¬ 
ish survey was centered on a midline of zero and 
range from +2 to -2 in line with original survey. 

Procedures 

Because this survey’s cultural background set forth 
a peculiar model for technology leadership, its 
construct validity was measured confirmatory fac¬ 
tor analysis (CFA) in pursuit of explanatory factor 
analysis (EFA) explaining the survey’s general fac¬ 
tor loads. As a result of these analyses, it is deter¬ 
mined that the collected data indicated a goodness 
of fit with values in 3 dimensions, leadership & vi¬ 
sion, learning & teaching, assessment 8c evaluation 
(CMIN/df= 1.547, CFI=0.913, RMSA-0.082). 

According to Schumacker and Lomax (2004) and 
Gillaspy (1996) and Ullman (2001), CMIN/df ra¬ 
tio indicating 2 and below values can be accepted 
as a perfect fitness level for CFA. As for CFI, 0.90 
and above values are considered as a sign of good 
model-data fitness (Albright 8c Park, 2009). Sumer 
(2000) asserted that RMSA value approaching 0.08 
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would be accepted as acceptable fitness in CFA. 
Therefore, the Turkish version of the PTLA pre¬ 
sented a good fitness in terms of construct validity. 

The surveys factor loadings were examined with 
EFA and the result showed that factor loadings 
ranged from 0.57 to 0.79 and 3 factors explained 
ideally 64% of the total variance. According to 
Biiyukoztiirk (2007), before rotation process in 
EFA, high explained total variance indicates that the 
survey has one general factor. Thus, it was revealed 
that the survey measures entirely school principals’ 
technology leadership competency as well. Besides, 
Internal consistency reliability of survey was vali¬ 
dated with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (a=0,95). 

Results 

The technology leader in a school is the person 
who mobilizes all school components by using 
technological devices (Can, 2003). According to 
the current study results, school principals have 
performed “significantly” in technology leadership 
proficiency. In compatible with this, Akbaba-Altun 
(2008) and Qelikten (2002) stressed that school 
principals have positive perception of using com¬ 
puters and other educational technologies in edu¬ 
cation. On the other hand, Erden and Erden (2007) 
asserted that school teachers perceive school 
principals as minimally proficient in technology 
issues. Seferoglu (2009) discussed this situation 
that school principals’ unawareness of technology 
leads them to great and unrealistic expectations 
from teachers so that teachers perceive principal 
attitudes in negative ways. However, Can (2003)’s 
research showed that school principals keep on 
thinking themselves adequate regarding technol¬ 
ogy leadership in parallel with this study. 

In order to address these issues and to deepen the 
study outcomes, sub-dimension results are condu¬ 
cive to display their real competency. Leadership 
and vision dimension, not as such, brought out 
that principals have the lowest competency with 
0.78 mean in this dimension. It is impossible to 
talk about a real technology leadership regardless 
of creative and shared vision as well as technology 
planning skills. Thus long-term school technology 
plan based upon shared school vision with educa¬ 
tion stakeholders is due to principals to research 
school needs though principals meet partly feasible 
and strong technology planning praxis (Sibley & 
Kimball, 2004; Sincar, 2009). Without taking first 
step by means of effective technology planning, it 
is futile to proceed in leadership development (Mc- 
Nabb, Valdez, Nowakowski, & Hawkes, 1999). In a 


similar way, Saban (2006) addressed that technol¬ 
ogy planning does not mean only allocating a fund 
for technology development from school budget, 
but also it covers to focus on explicitly technology 
oriented education understanding. 

Another meaningful finding suggested that female 
principals performed more effective technology 
leadership especially in the leadership and vision 
dimension. Although gender differences in man¬ 
agement skills preserved its controversial com¬ 
ments together, this study scored notably another 
result on behalf of the female principals. Colwill and 
Townsend (1999) suggested they success in build¬ 
ing up common values and integrating innovations 
into school activities compared to male principals. 
Also other research on learning schools revealed 
that females are more successful regarding shared 
vision (Banoglu, 2009; Uysal, 2005). Moreover, they 
are open to collaboration in learning process unlike 
their male colleagues (Kumii§, 1998). On the other 
side, Saiti and Prokopiadou (2009, p. 310) claimed 
that male principals are more conscious of technolo¬ 
gy integration than female principals. In the light of 
these studies, the current results were evaluated that 
female principals have strong communication skills 
and it is useful to develop collaboration with other 
local education organizations and insight for shared 
technology vision in school broad (Odaba§i, 2007). 

As for IT coordinatorship challenge, the current 
results pointed out that the coordinator teachers 
purposely do their duty with regard to pioneering 
school environment in the learning and teaching 
dimension. This is evidently consistent with other 
research reports of Lesisko (2005), Louie and Har¬ 
grave (2006) and Wright and Lesisko (2007). With 
their function to focus on instructional goals, it can 
be interpreted that they play a leading role in prin¬ 
cipals’ instructional leadership proficiency (Wagn¬ 
er, 2004). Whereas IT coordinators prevent techni¬ 
cal oversight and problems to hinder instructional 
goals, principals can allocate time to develop tech¬ 
nology-aided education in a broad way (Woods, 
2000). They influence on not only construct side of 
schools with their technical support but also they 
contribute to turn school characteristic into open 
climate features by encouraging technological in¬ 
novations (Tondeur, Valcke, & Braak, 2008). 

To sum up, the current study showed that IT co¬ 
ordinator teachers are skillful to increase school 
principals’ technology leadership in learning and 
teaching activities. As Fraizer and Bailey (2004, 
p. 2) noted that effective technology coordinators 
“need to be comfortable wearing many hats” and 
so they do. 
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